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REMARKS 

Applicant acknowledges receipt of the 2nd Action of 
25 MAY 2007 and requests reconsideration of the application, 
as amended. 

BURGBACHER (USP 6,281,616) discloses, e.g. in FIG. 1, 
a CPU-ventilating fan 22 having a clawpole motor with an external 
rotor and a PC board 34 in the hub region of the fan. 

BURGBACHER fails to suggest arranging electronic components 
of the external rotor motor out side the hub region and fails to 
disclose any bridge portion as recited in claim 1, so that all 
the electronic components are necessarily i n the hub region. 
Accordingly, when one compares BURGBACHER with claims 1 and 14 as 
amended, one finds NO second housing portion connected to a first 
housing portion of substantially rectangular shape, NO circuit 
board located in the second housing portion for supporting 
electronic components, and NO bridge portion for electrical 
interconnection of the motor region and the electronic component 
region. Thus, claims 1 and 14 are novel with respect to 
BURGBACHER. 

Furthermore, BURGBACHER fails to show, or make obvious, the 
features recited in dependent claims 2, 3, 4, 5, 9, 10, 11, 12, 
13, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20 or 21 . 

PAPST et al . (USP 3,700,358) discloses an axial fan with a 
substantially square housing and an annular air passage channel, 
the electrical components being arranged in the four corners of 
the fan housing (col. 2, lines 49-65) . 

PAPST fails to disclose a second housing portion, connected 
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to a first housing portion having a substantially rectangular 
cross-section with an annular air passage. PAPST fails to suggest 
locating electronic components on a circuit board arranged 
outside the hub region. Since PAPST fails to disclose any second 
housing section, it also fails to suggest locating a circuit 
board for electronic components in such a second housing section. 
With reference to second independent claim 14, PAPST fails to 
disclose a clawpole motor as recited therein. Claims 1 and 14 
therefore patentably distinguish over the PAPST et al . structure. 

PAPST further fails to disclose or suggest the features of 
dependent claims 2, 3 and 4, 7, 10, 11, 12, 17, or 18. Since no 
circuit board which is at least partly flexible is shown, no such 
flexing is present; FIG. 1 shows a connecting cable 10 1 but no 
circuit board. Col. 2, lines 36-37, and col. 1, lines 55-58, 
speak instead about mounting transistors and other components 
directly on ribs 6 of the housing which have a "direct metallic 
connection to a fan-cooled surface." Contrary to the contention 
of the Office, no circuit boards are visible in the corner 
regions of the housing, and certainly no circuit board extending 
parallel to the axis of the air passage. 
PROPOSED COMBINATION of BURGBACHER with PAPST 

No combination of BURGBACHER with PAPST would lead to the 
structures recited in independent claims 1 and 14, since neither 
of these documents shows a second housing portion which connects 
to a first substantially rectangular housing portion having a 
substantially annular air passage channel, and with a circuit 
board arrangement which places the board in the second housing 
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portion, in order to accommodate electronic components of the 
motor . 

Studying BURGBACHER would not give one skilled in the art 



region, since the BURGBACHER structure has sufficient space for 
the components, and BURGBACHER'' s board 34 does not extend into, 
or otherwise obstruct, the air passage. A reduction in size of 
the board 34 thus would have no positive effect. Without the 
benefit of having read the present disclosure, one would have 
no reason to try to combine BURGBACHER with the three-decade 
earlier PAPST et al . design (from the same company) . 
Reconsideration of the Paragraph 2 rejection is solicited. 

BROWN/COMAIR ROTRON (USP 6,841,957), applied against 
dependent claim 2 in Paragraph 3 of the Office Action, 
shows a radial fan with an axial air inlet and a radial air 
outlet (see col. 2, lines 34-39) . Underneath the radial fan 
wheel is a circuit board having a central region 39, a region 35 
facing the bottom surface 33 of the impeller, and four corner 
regions 41 (see col. 5, lines 12-20, and col. 7, lines 5-16) . In 
region 35 facing the impeller, no components are mounted, so that 
clearance to the impeller, and the overall thickness of the fan, 
can be minimized. 

BROWN discloses no bridge portion, connecting a motor region 
with an electronic component region by extending through the 
annular air passage channel. Rather, the circuit board is 
beneath the impeller and thus outside the air passage channel. 
BROWN fails to suggest a second housing portion, connected to a 



any motivation to move the 




component s out of the hub 
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first housing portion with a substantially rectangular shape. 
Brown further fails to show a clawpole motor as recited in claim 
14. Thus, independent claims 1 and 14 patentably distinguish 
over the combination of BURGBACHER, PAPST and BROWN suggested by 
the Office. Dependent claims 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 9, 10, 12, 13, 15, 
16, 17, 19, 20 and 21 recite additional distinguishing features 
no suggested by BROWN. 

PROPOSED COMBINATION OF BURGBACHER, PAPST & BROWN 

The features of claims 1 & 14 which would be missing from a 
combination of BURGBACHER & PAPST (as argued above) , are also 
missing from the BROWN disclosure. Therefore, no combination of 
these 3 references would result in the subject-matter recited in 
independent claims 1 & 14. With respect to dependent claim 2, it 
would be clear to a person having ordinary skill in the art that 
the circuit board of BROWN could not be used in an axial fan like 
BURGBACHER or PAPST since it would obstruct the air passage. 
The proposed combination would be technically inoperable for the 
intended purpose. 

Paragraph 5 of the Action rejected claim 5 over a proposed 
combination of BURGBACHER and PAPST et al . with SIMPSON. 

SIMPSON (USP 4,174,563), as correctly pointed out by the 
examiner, discloses stranded wires. Applicant does not contend 
that stranded wires, per se, are an innovation. However, claim 5 
incorporates all the features of its parent claim 1, and it has 
already been demonstrated above that a combination of BURGBACHER 
and PAPST lacks numerous features of claim 1, so that the 
patentability of dependent claim 5 does not depend upon whether 
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stranded wires are novel, as apparently contended by the Office. 

Paragraph 6 rejected claims 10-11 and 17-18 over a proposed 
combination of BURGBACHER and PAPST with MIZUTANI. 

MIZUTANI (USP 5,532,533) discloses, as correctly noted by 
the Examiner, a sealed liquid-tight region under cover 29. 
However, this is not a "second housing portion" for a circuit 
board connected by a "bridge portion" as recited in present 
dependent claims 10-11 and 17-18 and their respective independent 
claims 1 and 14. Reconsideration of the paragraph 6 rejection is 
solicited . 

CONCLUSION 

In view of the foregoing analysis, it is respectfully 
submitted that claims 1-21, as amended, are now clear and 
patentably distinguish over BURGBACHER, PAPST et al, BROWN, 
SIMPSON, MIZUTANI, and the other art of record, taken singly or 
in combination. The claims are in condition for allowance. 

If the examiner detects any remaining informalities, or 
wishes to make any suggestions to place the application in better 
condition for allowance, she is invited to telephone the 
undersigned. An extension of time fee is being paid via EFS-WEB; 
if any additional fee is required, it may be charged to Deposit 
Account No. 23-0442. 

Respectfully submitted, 
/Milton M. Oliver/ 

Milton M. Oliver, Reg. # 28,333 
WARE, FRESSOLA, VDS & ADOLPHSON, LLP 
CUST. NUMBER 4955 
TEL: 203-261-1234 
FAX: 203-261-5676 
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